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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed on 21 September 2006 with respect to claims 1-21 and 29-36 
have been considered but are moot in view of tiie new ground(s) of rejection. 

2. Applicant's arguments, see page 10, filed on 21 September 2006, with respect to the 
rejection of claim 3 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 35 USC §112, first 
paragraph rejection of claim 3 has been wiflidrawn. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 32 is objected to because of the following informalities: Change "coupled to at 
lest" to "coupled to at least". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. Claims 29-31 are rejected xmder 35 U.S.C. 101 because the phrase "An article comprising 
a storage medium having instructions stored thereon that, when executed by a computing 
platform" in nonstatutory. First, a "storage medium having instructions" is not a computer- 
readable meditmi or a computer memory from which a computer retrieves and executes the 
ii\structions stored therein. A "storage medium" could be a piece of paper with written 
instructions, such as a flowchart or computer code. Consequently, the invention called for in 
claims 29-31 is directed to a description of the instructions and is therefore descriptive material 
and nonstatutory. Secondly, the phrase "computing platform" refers to a computer architecture 
that uses a particxilar operating system, not to the computer itself. 

A claim including a computer program as part of a statutory manufacture or machine 
remains statutory irrespective of the fact that a computer program is included in the claim. The 
same result occurs when a computer program is used in a computerized process where the 
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computer executes the instructions set forth in the computer program. Only when the claimed 
invention taken as a whole is directed to a mere program listing, i.e., to only its description or 
expression, is it descriptive material per se and hence nonstatutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 7 and 12 are rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Murakami et 
al. (US 6,483,929). 

Referring to claim 7, as shown in Figs. 1-4, Mxirakami teaches an electronic appliance 10, 
which is a mobile phone or a wireless body appliance, comprising (a) signal transmitter 20, 
signal receiver 22, and chip 30 forming biometric authentication device 12's sensor that 
measures biometric information from a user wearing electronic appliance 10 (see CoL 10, lines 
37-67 and CoL 11, lines 1-17); (b) biometric authentication imit within chip 30 that determines 
whether the user is an authorized user associated with electronic appliance 10 based on the 
measured biometric information (see Col. 11, lines 17-21); and (c) a wireless transceiver that 
sends and receives calls only after the user has been authenticated and electronic appliance 10 is 
activated (see CoL 11, lines 19-21). Because electronic appliance 10 is enabled only if the 
measured biometric information is the same as the stored, electronic appliance lO's wireless 
transmission signals indicate that the user has been autiienticated. In addition, Murakami 
teaches that biometric authentication device 12's sensor measures a user's heart rate (i.e., 
heartbeat) (see Col. 9, lines 39-43 and 62-67; and CoL 14, lines 22-57). 
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Regarding claim 12, because Murakami's electronic device 10 is a mobile phone, 
electronic device 10 must also include at least one notification structure that notifies a user of 
tiie occurrence of an incoming call (i.e., an event). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presxmies that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation imder 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

9. Claims 1-6, 15-20, and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Coughlin et al. (US 2004/0257202) in view of Smith (US 2003/0025603) and Xydis (US 
6,307,471). The Coughlin et al. reference claims benefit of US provisional applications No. 
60/479,752, filed on 19 June 2003; No. 60/483,012, filed on 26 June 2003; and No. 60/484,495, 
filed on 2 July 2003. 

Referring to claims 1-4, 15, 17, 18, and 29, as shown in Fig. 6, Coughlin teaches a secured 
system 200 including an identification (ID) tag 10, which is a wireless body appliance, and 
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computer 202, which is a personal digital assistant (PDA) or a wireless device (see Sections 
[0011], [0042], [0046], [0047], and [0060]). Computer 202 is hereinafter referred to as "PDA 202/' 
As called for in claims 1, 15, and 29, Coughlin's PDA 202 performs the following functions: (a) 
receiving a radio frequency (RF) ID signal from tag 10 (see Section [0060]); (b) determining that 
tag 10 is within a predetermined distance upon detecting tag lO's ID signal (see Sections [0060] 
and [0062]); (c) automatically logging in the user when the user is within the predetermined 
distance and if tag lO's ID signal is valid (see Sections [0060] and [0062]); and (d) automatically 
locking while keeping the user logged in when the user is determined to be outside the 
predetermined distance (see Section [0065]), Because Coughlin discloses that PDA 202 
automatically locks without logging out the user when the user leaves the vicinity, PDA 202 
logs in a user only when the user is logged out of PDA 202. As additionally called for in claim 
15, Coughlin's PDA 202 includes an RF circuit, which includes (a) a wireless transceiver that 
transmits interrogation sigruds and receives tag lO's ID signal (see Section [0060]). In Section 
[0061], Coughlin teaches that display 204 and keyboard 206, as shown in Fig. 6, take any of a 
variety of forms; thus PDA 202 also includes (b) display 204 and keyboard 206 as user 
interfaces. In addition, as further called for in claim 15, Coughlin's PDA 202 must have (c) a 
controller to accept a user's input via keyboard 206, to deliver output to the user via display 
204, and to perform the previously described functions called for in claims 1, 15, and 29 (see 
Sections [0064] and [0065]). Coughlin, however, fails to teach that (1) tag lO's ID signal indicates 
that the user has been authenticated (as called for in claims 1, 15, and 29); (2) PDA 202 
determines that a user is within a predetermined distance after receiving tag lO's ID signal (as 
called for in claims 1, 15, and 29); (3) tag 10 authenticates the user using biometric 
authentication (as called for in claim 2); (4) the predetermined distance is less than tag lO's 
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wireless range (as called for in claim 3); (5) PDA 202 determines whether a user is within a 
predetermined distance by determining whether a power level being received from tag 10 is 
above a threshold level (as called for in claims 4 and 17); and (6) PDA 202's wireless transceiver 
is configured in accordance with a Bluetooth™ protocol (as called for in claim 18). 

In an analogous art. Smith teaches a master authenticator 10 (i.e., a wireless body 
appliance) that is wom by a user and wirelessly transmits information associated with the user 
to a remotely located electronic device (i.e., a wireless device), which includes a personal digital 
assistant (PDA) (see Abstract and Sections [0005]-[0007] and [0011]). As shown in Fig. 2, Smith's 
master autiienticator 10 determines if it is wom by a user via sensor 12 at step 20 (see Section 
[0006]). If sensor 12 indicates that a user is properly wearing master authenticator 10 at step 22, 
master authenticator 10 allows the user to login and authenticates the user based on the login 
(see Sections [0006] and [0016]). Once a user successfully logs in, master authenticator lO's login 
means 14 authorizes transmitter 16 to transmit secure information (i.e., information associated 
with the user) at step 40 (see Section [0007]). Master authenticator 10 then monitors the 
immediate surroundiag area to determine whether a compatible PDA (i.e., wireless device) is 
present at step 50 (see Section [0007]). Because Smith discloses that a PDA determines that a 
valid master authenticator 10 is within a predetermined distance by transmitting a query to 
determine if a master authenticator 10 is present and "logged on" (see Section [0011], lines 20- 
24), the examiner understands that Smith's master authenticator 10 determines tiiat a 
compatible PDA is present at step 50 when a query is received from the PDA (as described in 
Section [0011], lines 20-24) and that transmitter 16 then transmits information indicating 
successful authentication and user login in response to receiving the query (see Fig. 2, step 60). 
As called for in claims 1, 15, and 29, Smith's PDA then (a) receives master authenticator lO's 
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wireless signal containing information that indicates that an authenticated user is logged on (see 
Sections [0007] and [0011]); (b) determines from the wireless signal that master authenticator 10 
is valid (i.e., is in the PDA's database) based on the received information (see Section [0011], 
lines 20-31); and (c) automatically logs in the tiser if master authenticator 10 is a valid master 
autiienticator (see Section [0011]). In Section [0011], lines 20-24, Smith teaches that when 
powering on the PDA, the PDA's software application first sends out a query to determine if a 
valid master authenticator is present and "logged on." In other words, the process described in 
Section [0011], lines 20-31, begins while the PDA is initially powered off; thus the user is not 
logged in the PDA. Because Smith discloses that the PDA continues with a login routine that 
the user must complete before accessing the PDA when the PDA fails to find a valid master 
autiienticator present and that the PDA continues "uninterrupted" when the PDA finds a valid 
master authenticator, the examiner xmderstands that the PDA automatically logs in the user 
when the PDA finds a valid master authenticator. Regarding claim 2, Smith teaches that master 
authenticator 10 comprises (a) at least one biometric sensor (see Sections [0006] and [0016]); (b) a 
biometric authentication xmit that determines whether the user is authorized with master 
authenticator 10 based on the user's biometric information (see Sections [0005], [0006], [0008], 
and [0016]); and (c) transmitter 16 that transmits a wireless signal indicating that tfie user has 
been authenticated when the biometric authentication unit determines that the user is 
autiiorized (see Fig. 2, step 60 and Sections [0005], [0007], [0008], and [0016]). Regarding claim 
18, Smith teaches that the PDA is configured in accordance with a Bluetooth^M protocol (see 
Section [0011]). Regarding claim 21, 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Coughlin's tag 10 as taught by Smith because a tag 10 that 
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authenticates the user using biometric authentication (as called for in claim 2) and transmits an 
ID signal indicating that the user has been auflienticated (as called for in claims 1, 15, and 29) 
prevents an unauthorized user from using tag 10 to access PDA 202 (see Smith, Section [0005] 
and Coughlin, Section [0066]), thereby improving Coughlin's secured system 200. In addition, 
PDA 202's wireless transceiver being configured in accordance with a Bluetooth^w protocol is 
advantageous since such a wireless transceiver enables PDA 202 to commimicate with other 
BluetoothTM devices, and the protocol is well suited for short-range applications (see Smith, 
Sections [0009]). 

In another analogous art, Xydis, as shown in Fig. 2, teaches electronic device 14, which 
include celltdar phones or any other electronic equipment (i.e., wireless devices), having a 
plurality of antennas 18, measurement device 20, antenna switch 22, and processor 24 (see Col. 
2, lines 51-67 and Col. 3, lines 1-4). Per Xydis, electronic device 14 performs the following 
functions, as called for in claims 1 and 29: (a) receiving token 12's RF signal 10, wherein token 12 
is a badge or wireless body appliance (see Col. 2, lines 25-33, 40-42, and 51-65); (b) measuring 
token 12's RF signal 10 to determine if a user is within a predetermined distance (see Col. 3, 
lines 13-26 and 38-42); (c) granting the user access if RF signal 10 is above an operational 
threshold at any of the antennas, which indicates that the user is within the predetermined 
distance (see Col. 3, lines 66-67 and Col. 4, lines 1-5); and (d) disabling itself if RF signal 10 is 
below the operational threshold at every antenna, which indicates that the user is outside the 
predetermined distance (see Col. 3, lines 22-26 and 62-65). As called for in claims 4 and 17, 
Xydis teaches tiiat electric device 14 meastires a received signal RF lO's strength (i.e., power 
level) and then compares the measured strength to an operational tiireshold (see Col. 3, lines 22- 
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26, 38-42, and 62-65); thvis Xydis's predetermined distance is less than token 12's wireless range, 
as called for in claim 3. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Coughlin and Smith's tag 10 as taught by Xydis because 
additional security and greater user mobility are provided (see Xydis, Col. 1, lines 28-36 and 51- 
63) when (1) PDA 202 determines that a user is within a predetermined distance after receiving 
tag lO's ID signal at a plurality of antennas (as called for in claims 1 and 29); (2) the 
predetermined distance is less than tag lO^s wireless range (as called for in claim 3); and (3) 
PDA 202 determines whether a user is within a predetermined distance by determining 
whether a power level being received from tag 10 is above a threshold level (as called for in 
claim 4). 

Regarding claims 5, 19, and 30, Coughlin, as modified by Smith and Xydis, teaches PDA 
202 automatically tmlocks when the user is already logged in PDA 202 and returns within the 
predetermined distance (see Coughlin, Section [0065]). 

Regarding claims 6, 20, and 31, Coughlin, as modified by Smith and Xydis, teaches that 
PDA 202 periodically transmits an interrogation signal, thereby repeating at periodic intervals 
the steps of (1) determining whether a user is within a predetermined distance after receiving 
tag lO's ID signal, which indicates that the user is authenticated, (2) automatically logging in the 
user if the user is logged out and within the predetermined distance, (3) automatically locking if 
the user is logged in and ventures outside the predetermined distance, and (4) automatically 
unlocking if the user is logged in and has retumed within the predetermined distance (see 
Coughlin, Sections [0060] and [0062]-[0064]). 
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Regarding claim 16, as explained in the previous rejection of claim 15, Coughlin's PDA 
202 comprises display 204 and keyboard 206 (see Section [0061]). 

10. Claims 7, 11, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impatentable over Smith 
(US 2003/0025603) in view of Murakami et al. (US 6,483,929). 

Referring to claim 7, as shown in Fig. 1, Smith teaches tiiat master authenticator 10 (i.e., a 
wireless body appliance) comprises (a) at least one biometric sensor (see Sections [0006] and 
[0016]); (b) a biometric autiientication tmit that determines whether the user is authorized with 
master authenticator 10 based on the user's biometric information (see Sections [0005], [0006], 
[0008], and [0016]); and (c) wireless transmitter 16 that transmits a wireless signal indicating 
that the user has been authenticated when the biometric authentication unit determines that the 
user is authorized (see Fig. 2, step 60 and Sections [0005], [0007], [0008], and [0016]). Smith's 
biometric sensor, however, is a voice sensor, not a heartbeat sensor. 

In an analogous art, as explained in tiie 35 USC §102(b) rejection of claim 7, Murakami 
teaches a wireless body appliance having a heartbeat sensor. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Smith's master authenticator 10 as taught by Murakami 
because (1) voice recognition devices have problems screening out backgroimd noise (see 
Murakami, Col. 2, lines 17-19), and (2) heartbeat sensors do not require expensive scanning 
equipment and are unaffected by behavioral variability (see Murakami, Col. 4, lines 36-42). 

Regarding claim 11, Smith teaches that master authenticator 10 is configured in 
accordance with a Bluetooth™ protocol (see Sections [0009], [0011], and [0014]). 
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Regarding claim 12, Smith's master authenticator 10 has a display or some other 
notification structure, such as an audible tone generator for generating a beep, that notifies the 
user tiiat an event has occxirred (see Sections [0011] and [0012]). 

11. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith (US 
2003/0025603) in view of Murakami et al. (US 6,483,929) as applied to claim 7 above, and 
further in view of Stockhammer (US 2002/0190125). 

Regarding claims 8 and 9, Smith and Mxirakami fail to teach that master authenticator 10 
includes a glove (as called for in claim 8), a hat (as called for in claim 8), or a ring (as called for 
in claim 9). 

In an analogous art, Stockhammer teaches an authorization control device, as shown in 
the figure, that is formed by an object worn on the skin and provided with a sensor detecting 
biometric identification features of the skin (see Section [0008]). Stockhammer discloses that the 
authorization control device includes (a) an infrared (IR) sensor that measures subcutaneous 
pattem of arteries, veins, capillaries, etc. (i.e., biometric information) of a user wearing the 
authorization control device (see Sections [0011] and [0012]); (b) a biometric auttientication unit 
that determined whether the user is an authorized user associated with the authorization 
control device (see Sections [0012].[0013]); and (c) a wireless transponder fliat transmits a signal 
indicating that the user has been authenticated when the biometric authentication imit 
determines that the user is authorized (see Sections [0013] and [0016]). Per Stockhammer, 
objects worn on the skin include garments, such as a glove (as called for in claim 8) or a 
headband, and accessories, such as a ring (as called for in claim 9) (see Sections [0009] and 
[0012]). Because a hat is a garment and has a headband, it is understood that Stockhammer's 
authorization control device includes a hat (as called for in claim 8). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Smith and Murakami's master authenticator 10 as taught by 
Stockhammer because a master authenticator 10 that includes a glove, hat, or a ring is in contact 
witii a user' s skin, thereby enabling master autiienticator lO's to measure a user's heartbeat via 
IR sensors 20 and 22 and determine if the user is an autiiorized user. 

12. Claim 10 is rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being xmpatentable over Smith (US 
2003/0025603) in view of Murakami et al. (US 6,483,929) as appUed to claim 7 above, and 
further in view of Bianco et al. (US 6,256,737). 

Regarding claim 10, Smith and Murakami's master authenticator 10 only has one 
biometric sensor; thus Smith and Murakami fail to teach the limitations called for in claim 10. 

In an analogous art. Bianco teaches network system 202, as shown in Fig. 2, comprising a 
plxu-ality of user computers 208, wherein each user computer 208 has one or more biometric 
devices attached to it such that a user is authenticated by biometric system 102 prior to access 
user computer 208 (see Col. 12, lines 12-23). Bianco's biometric devices include those that 
measure hand geometry, retina and facial images, breafli (i.e., body chemistry), etc. (see Col. 12, 
lines 54-57). Bianco discloses that biometric system 102 is governed by biometric policies 504, 
such as an OR biometric policy, which would only require a user to pass either one of at least 
two biometric devices, or an AND biometric policy, which would require a user to be tested on 
at least two biometric devices and pass all the biometric devices that he/she was tested on (see 
Col. 30, lines 55-67 and Col. 31, lines 1-7). Fig. 18 illustrates the AND policy. Per Bianco, n 
number of biometric devices (where n is at least 2) is determined from a list of biometric devices 
at step 1802. Assimung that a user is to be tested on 2 (M=2) of the biometric devices using the 
AND policy, Bianco's biometric system 102 requires ttie user to pass both biometric devices at 
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steps 1808 and 1814 (see Col. 32, Imes 65-67 and Col. 33, lines 1-26). Because Bianco teaches that 
a user can be tested on more than 2 biometric devices (see Col. 33, lines 26-53); thus the list of 
biometric devices includes at least 3 biometric devices (i.e., N^3). Consequently, Bianco does 
teach biometric system 102 requiring a biometric data match for at least two (i.e., M=2) of the at 
least 3 (i.e., N=3) biometric devices to determine that a user is authorized. 

Therefore, it woidd have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Smith and Mxu-akami's master authenticator 10 as taught by 
Bianco because the combination of two or more biometric devices for authenticating a user 
enables the user to adjust the level of secxuity protecting master authenticator 10 and the 
associated wireless device as needed (see Bianco, Col. 30, lines 4-14). 

13. Claim 14 is rejected xmder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smitii (US 
2003/0025603) in view of Murakami et al. (US 6,483,929) as applied to claim 12 above, and 
further in view of Gehlot (US 6,344,795). 

Regarding claim 14, Smith and Murakami fail to teach that master authenticator 10 
includes a notification structure that is a heating element or a cooling element. 

In an analogous art, Gehlot, as shown in Fig. lA, teaches a temperature-based alerting 
device (TBAD) 18a that comprises (a) a notification structure that notifies a user that user device 
14 has received an incoming signal 12 (i.e., an occurrence of an event) (see Col. 3, lines 18-49 and 
Col. 4, lines 8-21 and 38-52). Per Gehlot, TBAD 18a generates a temperature alerting signal via a 
heating element or a cooling element (see Col. 3, lines 16-18 and Col. 4, lines 38-43). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Smith and Murakami's master authenticator 10 as taught by 
Gehlot because a master authenticator 10 that notifies a user of the occurrence of an event by 
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generating a temperature alerting signal via a heating element or a cooling element eliminates 
various disadvantages associated with audible and vibratory alerts, such as audible alerts being 
disruptive in certain locations or situations (e.g., meetings, movie theaters, libraries, etc.) or 
vibratory alerts requiring mechanical moving parts that increases the overall size of a device 
(see Gehlot, Col. 1, lines 60-67). 

14. Qaims 32-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impatentable over Coughlin et 
al. (US 2004/0257202) in view of Smith (US 2003/0025603), Xydis (US 6,307,471), and Deng et al. 
(US 2003/0043078). 

Referring to claims 32-35, claim 32 is substantially similar to claim 15, and claims 33-35 
are identical to claims 18-20 respectively; hence, the rejections of claims 15 and 18-20 are 
maintained for claims 32-35. Claim 32, however, further calls for a dipole antenna connected to 
a wireless transceiver. Coughlin, as modified by Smith and Xydis, teaches all the limitations 
called for in claims 32-35, as explained in flie rejections of claims 15 and 18-20, except PDA 202 
having at least one dipole antenna coupled to PDA 202's wireless transceiver, which is 
configured in accordance with a Bluetooth™ protocol. 

In an analogous art, Deng teaches a dipole antenna module formed on a printed circuit 
board of a Bluetooth™ chip for devices such as PDAs and mobile phones (see Sections [0005] 
and [0031]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in tfie art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Coughlin, Smith, and Xydis's PDA 202 as taught by Deng 
because forming a dipole antenim on a printed circuit board saves space on the printed circuit 
board and enables the main function circuit and the dipole antenna to be integrated on a single 
chip for miniaturization (see Deng, Sections [0006], [0013] and [0015]). 
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15. Upon further consideration, the previous 35 USC 103(a) rejections of claims 13, 21, and 
36 have been withdrawn because the prior art of record fails to teach or suggest a wireless body 
appliance having (1) a wireless receiver that receives a wireless notification signal from a 
wireless device identifying an event that has occurred and (2) multiple different notification 
structure, wherein the wireless notification signal identifies which type of notification structure 
is to be used to notify the user of the event Consequently, claims 13, 21, and 36 are now 
objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim but would be allowable if rewritten 
in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. 

Concliision 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

> Lopes (US 6,189,105) teaches a proximity detection system comprising a badge that 
transmits a coded message to a proximity reader associated with a computer. If the 
coded message is not received and the user is logged in, the computer automatically 
locks out the display, keyboard, or any other component 

> Roes et al. (US 2003/0147651) teach a helmet comprising a biometric sensor. 

> Brackett et al. (US 2005/0114654) teach a wireless body appliance having a thumb 
print scanner that sends a wireless signal to a workstation or other device after 
verifying a user is an authorized user, and the user is then allowed to log in the 
workstation. 

> King (US 2005/0162258) teaches a tactile notification system having heating or 
cooling elements. 

> Hamid (US 7,111,174) teaches a biometric pendant 

op OA op 
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Any inqtiiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qara Yang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3062. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 AM - 7:30 PM, Monday - Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are imsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wendy Garber can be reached on (571) 272-7308. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for xmpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Shoidd you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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